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SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS
106th Congress March 24, 1999, 8:47 p.m.
1st Session Vote No. 62 Page S-3226 Temp. Record

BUDGET RESOLUTION/Clinton Bud get Proposal

SUBJECT: Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 2000-2009 . . . S.Con. Res. 20. Lautenberg motion to
table the Bond substitute amendment 151.   

ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 97-2 

SYNOPSIS: As reported, S.Con. Res. 20, the Senate Concurrent Budget Resolution for fiscal years 2000-2009: will cut the
debt held by the public (money that the Federal Government owes to creditors other than itself) in half over 10

years; will fully fund Medicare (all of the President's proposed $9 billion in Medicare cuts were rejected; as a result, this budget will
allow $20.4 billion more in Medicare spending over the next 10 years); will save the entire $1.8 trillion in Social Security surpluses
over the next 10 years for Social Security; will provide for $778 billion in net tax relief over the next 10 years (in contrast, the
President's budget would increase the tax burden by $96 billion net over 10 years), and will adhere to the spending restraints
(discretionary spending caps and pay-go provisions) of the bipartisan budget agreement as enacted in the Balanced Budget Act of
1997 and the Taxpayer Reform Act of 1997 (the President's proposed budget, in contrast, would dramatically increase spending in
violation of that bipartisan agreement, and would result in $2.2 trillion more in total Federal debt at the end of 10 years than proposed
in this Senate budget).

The Bond substitute amendment would strike the provisions of the Senate budget and would insert in lieu thereof the President's
proposed budget (Senator Bond offered the amendment not out of any support for its provisions but to make Senators go on record
by voting on it).The Clinton budget is based largely on a shell-game with Social Security funds. The President's budget would first
assume that over 15 years the unified budget surplus (total receipts minus total spending, including Social Security receipts and
spending) will be $4.5 trillion. His budget would spend $1.7 trillion of that total and would give the other $2.8 trillion of it to Social
Security. Finally, it would claim Social Security's solvency would be extended, in addition to the $2.8 trillion, by an extra $29.9
trillion over 55 years due to interest payments on that $2.8 trillion. However, $2.3 trillion of the assumed $4.5 trillion surplus is based
on a Social Security trustees' estimate that Social Security will have a $2.3 trillion surplus over the next 15 years. If the President
spent $1.7 trillion of the surplus that was not from Social Security, he would have only $500 million over 15 years to give to Social
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Security. Giving money to Social Security that came from Social Security would just result in money being double-counted, and
counting interest on top of that double-counted money would result in triple-counting. When Social Security runs a surplus, it
purchases, by law, Federal Treasury notes, and the surplus money goes to the general fund of the Treasury. The President has thus
proposed taking money that has come from Social Security surpluses and giving it to Social Security, which would require Social
Security to buy more Treasury notes and would send the same money back to the general fund. No reforms would be made to the
Social Security program--it would still be actuarially unsound. Payments would still begin to exceed receipts in 2013, and the annual
deficit in the program would still grow exponentially. Following the President's logic, the Federal Government could increase the
Social Security trust fund to any astronomical level by giving it the same money over and over again, because each time it gave it
the money it would increase its trust fund by buying more Treasury notes and the money would go back to the general fund. The
President's budget would make a similar intergovernmental transfer by giving the Medicare Part A trust fund $700 million, which
it would have to use to buy Treasury notes, thereby increasing its Treasury note reserves, and the money would end up back in the
general fund of the Treasury. Other provisions of the President's budget include the following:

� by Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates, it would spend $40 billion of the Social Security surplus on non-Social
Security programs in FY 2000 and would spend $158 billion of that surplus on such programs over 5 years;

� by CBO estimates, it would reduce the overall surplus by $436 billion over 5 years and by $1.168 trillion over 10 years;
� by Joint Tax Committee (JTC) estimates, it would raise taxes by $96 billion net over 10 years;
� by CBO estimates, it would result in the Federal Government owing $432 billion more over 5 years and $1.115 trillion over

10 years to non-Federal creditors than it would owe if no changes to current tax and spending policies were made; and
� according to the CBO, it would break the on-budget spending caps by $22 billion in budget authority in FY 2000 alone.

Those favoring the motion to table contended:

During this debate, many of our more liberal colleagues have said how wonderful they believe that the President's priorities are.
They have been willing to defend his priorities as long as they have been discussed in general terms. Interestingly, they have not been
willing to move from the general to the specific. They have not defended the President's proposed budget, which contains the
President's specific plans to implement his policies. We understand their reticence. That proposal suggests that we ought to raid
Social Security and play a shell game with its funding to pretend that we fixed it, that we ought to go on a new spending spree in
excess of the spending caps, and, at a time when Americans are paying the highest percentage of their incomes in taxes ever and when
the country will be running record, enormous surpluses, we ought to increase the tax burden instead of providing tax relief. The
President's budget is recklessly irresponsible. Both Social Security and Medicare face long-term solvency problems. The longer we
wait to make reforms, the more costly they will have to be to fix those problems, and the more unlikely it will be that we will be able
to fix them. We have a golden opportunity right now, due to the budget surpluses we are going to run for the next decade, to fix both
programs. Instead, the President has asked for more taxes, more spending, and more debt. His supposed solution for Social Security
is especially offensive. It is nothing but a bookkeeping gimmick--in effect, his proposal is like taking an eraser and wiping out the
number that the Federal Government owes to that program and writing in a lot bigger number, claiming the program is fixed, and
then spending the money that should have been saved for Social Security on a broad range of unrelated purposes. The President's
proposed solution for Medicare is also unacceptable. That proposal would cut Medicare benefits by $19 billion and would spend
$10 billion of the savings on unrelated programs. It would also extend Medicare's solvency by supposedly adding money to the Part
A trust fund (a trust fund cannot hold money--it only holds Treasury notes that must someday be redeemed with real money from
taxes or borrowing), but it would not make any reforms to the program to address changing demographics and rapidly increasing
costs. The President established a bipartisan commission on Medicare that came up with a comprehensive reform plan that would
permanently fix it. Unfortunately, the President decided to oppose that plan, and most Democratic Senators (though not all)
obediently followed his lead. We do not think, however, that most Democratic Senators will be willing to follow the President's lead
by supporting his dishonest budget. The Bond amendment contains that dishonest budget. It should be rejected.

While favoring the motion to table, some Senators expressed the following reservations:

Our Republican colleagues are just playing partisan games by offering this amendment. They obviously do not support it, and
they hope to embarrass Democrats because they know most of us will vote in favor of tabling it as well. However, most of us have
a far different view of the President's budget than do our Republican colleagues. We frankly support many of the President's
proposals. For instance, the President has proposed adding enough money from the surplus to Medicare's trust fund to extend the
solvency of Medicare by 12 years, to 2020. It is true that just adding money is not all the reform that Medicare needs, but it is a huge
help and it is a very good use for part of the surplus. Overall, as in any budget, though, there are some provisions that we do not
support. Voting for the President's budget without any opportunity for offering amendments would imply that we endorse all of its
provisions. We do not, and on that basis we support the motion to table.

No arguments were expressed in opposition to the motion to table.


